Moral emotions (e.g., shame and guilt) are an important factor in understanding moral motivations and behavior. Moral emotions are among the most important factors in social judgment, which arises from the existing gap between moral consideration or the response of morality and moral standard (James, 1948; Harrison, 1984) .
Human behavior theorists have long been interested in describing the way people behave in social contexts. Sociologist Goffman (1956) proposed that individuals use social cues to monitor their behavior in order to give appropriate impressions to society. Snyder later (1974) conceptualized these individual differences in his theory of "self-monitoring." This theory proposed that individual differences are either "high" or "low" self-monitoring depending on their situational behavior. "High self-monitoring" reflects sensitivity to cues about the appropriateness of one's social behavior. High self-monitors have the ability to use these cues as guidelines for their behavior. In contrast, "low selfmonitors" are less aware of situational norms and less concerned with them. They use their own attitudes and emotions to guide behavior. They have little need to attend to cues inherent in each situation; and, in fact, research indicates that they diagnose such information quite inaccurately (Snyder, 1987) .
The essence of self-monitoring is to have the ability to maneuver through social situations based on one's ability to predict social cues. High self-monitors determine behavioral appropriateness from the views of others in a given situation and then enact this behavior (Snyder and Gangestad, 1982) .
For many years, there has been a continuing suggestion in the literature that moral emotion is generated virtually by the constant monitoring of the self in relation to society (e.g., Cooley, 1982; Goffman, 1967; Scheff, 1988) . For example, shame is a moral emotion arising as a result of self-
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The Relationship between Moral Emotions and Self-Monitoring monitoring (Lewis, 1971) . Therefore, there may be a relationship between self-monitoring and feelings of shame and feelings of guilt, which is what we are investigating in this study. The relationships in this study are illustrated in Figure 1 and discussed below.
SHAME AND SELF-MONITORING
Shame generally results from the existence of a real or imaginary audience for one's wrongdoing (Johnson et al., 1987) . The real or imaginary audience shapes people's behavior. The main reason for feeling shame is the reaction to criticism from others and a fear of rejection, loss of social affection or the withdrawal of love (Glenn and Glenn, 1982) . The idea of shame is based on the moral standards within society. Therefore, shame is a learned emotional sensitivity by the experience that individuals have within the norms of a society. James (1948) stated that if people sense the difference between their current self-state and the social ideal, they experience shame.
The moral meaning of shame appears when the individual experiences shame which, in turn, reinforces its effectiveness in conducting appropriate behavior. The individual decides on the basis of personal values by taking into account the social norms and cues. Potentially shut out by feelings of shame, individuals may create a freedom for their action. The result is that they may not maintain interpersonal relationships because society is interdependent through values and responsive manner.
Similarly, high self-monitors recognize and regulate their behavior by taking into account the social norms. Their behavior is guided primarily by group norms, roles and other features of the social situation. They adopt and control their behavior according to the social expectation (Anderson and McLenigan, 1987) . Controlling the behavior makes people more cautious. They try to reflect the believability of their claims by presenting information about their own qualities, accomplishments, and adequacy. If they fail to reflect their claims, they tend to experience shame (Paulhus, 1982 
GUILT AND SELF-MONITORING
Guilt also is a moral emotion that arises from the discrepancy between individual moral behavior and moral standards. Unlike the compulsion to isolate oneself elicited by shame, guilt tends to be more restricted to an unfair act and the concern for its rectification. Guilt refers to a feeling of negative selfregard associated with the real or an imaginary commission of an act without any need for an audience (Johnson et al., 1987) . Guilt is outward-focused and is about responsibility and caring feelings for others (Tangney, 1992) .
During a guilt experience, individuals focus on a specific behavior (Lewis, 1971) . The influence of society here is that it guides individuals on what is right or wrong. Therefore, when feeling guilt over a specific behavior, people may judge moral issues in the context of social norms and the situational context. When their action or behavior fails their judgment, they may actively work at creating feelings of guilt because of their effectiveness at finding appropriate action (Mondata, 1993) . Individuals develop impersonal procedures for establishing the truth and they put ideas into judgment. Therefore, guilt has a moral meaning because it originates from the perception of the situation as guided by the individual's concern with morality.
Essentially, guilt is in relationship to feelings or with to awareness of other people's feelings, beliefs and needs and may include taking initiatives in judgment to meet such needs. Critical thinking is needed for understanding how to access other people's knowledge (Elbow, 1973) . Previous research also has found guilt significantly correlated with good social judgment (Tangney, 1992 (Tangney, , 1995 Tangney et al., 1992) . Similarly, high self-monitors evaluate their behavior by applying situational appropriateness and social norms. High self-monitors are sensitive to and accurate in diagnosing social cues in each situation (Ajzen et al., 1982) . In contrast, low self-monitors do not evaluate the event within the social context. They display their attitudes and values consistently from one situation to another (Head, 1998) . These individuals are less aware of situational norms, less responsive to interpersonal cues and less concerned about socially appropriate behavior. They may find a reason that fits their inner state.
One of the key mechanisms in monitoring behavior is self-judgment. Self-judgment is a mechanism that provides a balance among the various aspects of others and ourselves. Self-monitors judge behavioral appropriateness from the perspectives of others and enact these behaviors (Cooley, 1982) . From the reasoning outlined above, relationship between guilt and self-monitoring has been hypothesized: 
METHODS

Sample
The sample in this study consisted of 102 lower-level managers of a bank in Turkey. The subjects were participants in management development seminars sponsored by their bank. Ninety managers participated in this study. All were university graduates and had at least 10 years of work experience. The average age of the participants was 32. The sample was chosen because the participants were from several cities throughout Turkey enrolled in the course.
Measures
The measure of self-monitoring used in this study was developed by Snyder (1974) . This scale consists of a 25-item self-descriptive statement. However, where the self-monitoring scale was factor analyzed three subscales were identified. The results from the studies indicated that seven items did not load any of the three factors (Briggs, Cheek, 1986; Gudyskunst et al., 1985) . The three selfmonitoring subscales are extroversion, acting and other-directedness. The scale used in this study consists of 18 items (see Appendix A). Snyder's scale was used because it continues to stimulate the research related to self-monitoring (e.g., Leone and Corte, 1994; Norris and Zweigenhaft, 1999; Schlenker and Weigold, 1992) . A five-point scale was used to compute the scoring format. This scale has endpoints labeled "Very True," "Very Characteristic of Me," "Very False of Me," and "Very Uncharacteristic of Me."
The measure of shame and guilt measured by using the dimension of conscience questionnaire (DCQ) developed by Johnson et al. (1989) . The DCQ provides a measure of both shame and guilt with construct validity and reliability (Johnson et. al., 1989; Gore and Harvey, 1995; Harvey et al., 1998) . The DCQ consists of 30 brief scenarios (see Appendix B). Fifteen items of the DCQ were designed to measure shame and another 15 items measure guilt. It is composed of five clusters of scenarios (Gore and Harvey, 1995; Harvey et al., 1997) . Three clusters are found to arouse guilt: Impersonal transgression, harm another person and trust violation. The other two clusters are found to arouse shame: social impropriety and exposed inadequacy. A five-point scale was used to compute the scoring format. This scale has endpoints labeled "Feel Kind of Good," and "Feel Very Bad." These original items were translated into Turkish and then back to English by different translators to ensure the accuracy of meaning. Then, the Turkish versions were checked by a committee of Turkish psychologists and sociologists who deemed the items to be appropriate for application in Turkey.
RESULTS
The coefficient alpha was computed as a measure of internal consistency reliability for the scales. The alpha reliability of self-monitoring was .95. The alpha reliabilities of three subscales of self-monitoring were: Other-Directedness, Acting Dimension and Extraversion to be .90, .77 and .89, respectively. The alpha reliabilities of the five clusters of the DCQ were: Social Impropriety, Exposed Inadequacy, Impersonal Transgression, Harm to Another Person and Trust Violation to be .80, .89, .83, .78 and .77, respectively.
The hypotheses formulated in this study were the existence of a positive relationship between shame from social impropriety and exposed inadequacy, and self-monitoring and its subscales. The results in Table 1 below show that there were significant positive relationships between shame from social impropriety and exposed inadequacy, and self-monitoring and its subscales. Thus, the hypotheses formulated in this study are confirmed. It should be noted that the relationship of social impropriety and impersonal transgression is weak in terms of the variance accounted for, but suggestive as to the direction of effects. Others hypotheses stated in this study were that there were positive relationships between guilt from impersonal transgression, harm to another person and trust violation and selfmonitoring and its subscales. The results of this study in Table 1 indicate that there were significant positive relationships between guilt from impersonal transgression, harm to another person, trust violation and self-monitoring and its subscales. However, the relationships here between trust violation and self-monitoring and its subscales are very weak in terms of the variance accounted for (P<02), but suggestive as to direction of efforts.
CONCLUSIONS
This study investigated the relationship between self-monitoring and moral emotions. The results showed that there is a positive relationship between self-monitoring and feelings of shame. The main reason for this may be that an appropriate impression on the society is very important for high selfmonitors. To maintain their status in the eyes of a reference group and live up to the expectations held by society make people more cautious. When they fail to meet social expectation, they may produce feelings of shame. Furthermore, high self-monitors may be more attentive and knowledgeable as to their own behavior and social behavior than low self-monitors may be. This also may reflect in the effects of accessibility on social interpretations. They may predict their own behavior as if in the eyes of another. Therefore, they may shape or change their behavior. Or they may not perform the unethical behavior.
A positive relationship was also found between self-monitoring and feelings of guilt. They may be conscious of both their feelings and their judgments, consistent with deservedness of the other. They may integrate their feelings with thinking and have a high tolerance for internal contradiction. Low self-monitors, on the other hand, may keep their beliefs and social norms separate. Therefore, they may not see any discrepancy between their beliefs and social norms. They may generate reasons consistent more with their beliefs than social reality.
The result may have important implications for business. The results suggest that self-monitoring may contribute to producing moral emotions. Thus, appraising moral emotions in one's self and others may require adequate social functioning. Therefore, trainers need to emphasize social monitoring of one's self. They also need to emphasize the process of integrating one's feelings and one's judgments consistent with the deservedness of the other. It should not be assumed that every experience of moral emotion provides benefits in organizational life or the individual's performance. If the experience of moral emotions is linked to irrational beliefs, they may be maladaptive.
A limitation of this study is that the data were obtained from managers of a bank. It is possible that these results might not generalize to a broader population. Other studies looking at the relationship between these variables should be conducted using different samples. Despite this limitation, the relationship between moral emotion and self-monitoring adds to the understanding of why individuals produce moral emotions. Practically such knowledge may help moral emotion training for professionals.
19.Calling someone to whom you have just been introduced by the wrong name. 20.After having dinner at an elegant restaurant, you burp quite loudly. 21.At a party, you tell a new acquaintance a risqué/ dirty joke and many are offended by it. 22.Getting drunk and making a fool of yourself in public. 23.Getting so bored listening to someone talk that you tell the person to shut up. 24.Spilling a plate full of food at a buffet dinner. 25.Your home is very messy and unexpected guests arrive.
Exposed inadequacy
26.Giving a talk on a topic you're supposed to know well and having someone in the audience demonstrate that you are factually wrong. 27.Stumbling and stuttering in an oral presentation and the instructor openly uses yours as an example of a poor presentation. 28.Finding out your clothes have become disarranged, exposing a part of you that is usually covered 29.Unwittingly making a remark disparaging to a minority group in front of a member of that group. 30. Strongly defending a point of view in a discussion to learn later you were incorrect.
